goodwin gómez and van der voort make to the general study of linguistics, but a better and more detailed understanding of these languages is required.
In July 2009, we organized a symposium, Reduplication in Amazonian Languages, at the 53rd International Congress of Americanists in Mexico City. The stimulating results motivated us to put out a call for submissions to a general volume on reduplication in indigenous languages of South America. In the present volume, we have brought together fifteen descriptive and theoretical articles by scholars of South American languages. These contributors were referred to Moravcsik (1978) , Rubino (2005; 2011) and the Graz Reduplication Project website (http://reduplication.uni-graz.at/) as the basic sources on reduplication for basic concepts and terminology. In order to focus our efforts as much as possible on comparable phenomena, we defined reduplication in a relatively narrow but generally accepted way: the repetition of morphemes or of parts of morphemes by which a new morpheme with a new, related meaning is created, or by which a grammatical function is systematically expressed. Not all repetition, however, is reduplication. A distinctive characteristic of reduplication is that it does not entail repetition of semantic content. Rather, the meaning of a reduplicated form is different from that of its components. This essential part of the definition excludes mere repetition of words or phrases as in very, very good, suppletive repetition of synonyms as in dazed and confused, recursive application of morphemes as in great-great-grandfather, or argument agreement as in Nós fala-mos português. 'We speak Portuguese.' This and other criteria for the distinction between repetition and reduplication are discussed extensively in, e.g., Gil (2005) and Stolz (2007a) .
With regard to terminology used by the authors in this volume, we have suggested that the 'original,' or 'source' component in a reduplication construction be identified as the base and the 'copy' component as the reduplicant (elsewhere also reduplicand). For segmentation and glossing of bound forms we suggested following the Leipzig glossing convention (Comrie et al. 2008 ) of separating the base and reduplicant in a morphological reduplication construction with a tilde (~). However, we decided not to follow the Leipzig practice of giving a semantically specific gloss for the reduplicant. Rather, if the reduplicant represents a copy of the entire base, it is glossed identically; in case the reduplicant represents only part of the base, it is glossed as 'red.' The reason for this is that we did not want to obscure the special reduplicative nature of the construction by non-literal, interpretive glossing. An exception to this practice is made by Haude (this volume) with regard to a specific complex subset of reduplicative constructions in Movima, where such glossing would hamper transparency of the examples.
